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Bear Mr# Arnonl, 

Tour lottor of ?tay 16 ^f>9rpnut3 an li3rTie(il<?te If, alaa, haoty r^sponae. I appreciate 
your taking the ti:ne after a bout of Illness. And there ere oortain thinge you say 
I shall attempt to refute, hoping If I err youjf will be specific in response ond 
th5it you will support the charges Inheront in your letter rlth fact. I raspcct 
your declaration of friendly intentions and agree with your conclusion that your 
letter would disappoint me. Further, I acknowledge, without your zarjking the claim, 
that in hrxooitig throUf^Ji moterlsl with which you thourht yoursolf familiar it Is 
possible there were things you did not see. 

Y-u may b correct In bell^vlDg I sm conceited shout whft I did. I do not thlrxk 
so. I admit not on lrai)artlal J dge. Out I think you should bear In ijind that 
my book was completed in mid-J?ebru83ry 1965, 15 months ago. You say I belittle 
others. I am unaware of the besla for this charge, unless it Is in your unsupported 
claim that there were substantial books. Please nomo them, those you can define 
as substantial. Although I was talking about books on the ^^port, 1*11 accept 
bo>?ca on the s ar.es aln^ti on or tho Report. I do not regard the Joeaten or Buchanon 
books, important o function as they served, as within this definition. They were 
largely speculative. The Fox boc>k la not substantial; it is superficial, and there 
ere others working In this field, only recently knovm to me, who agree with this. 

I would especially value your listing of these booica because you say, ”If those 
which heretofore appeared hate not been auhstontlal, then yours could be connidered 
such even leas.*' 

You follow with what I bluntly lahe^ a ffilsohood, ond I call u on you to prove me 
wwong: "For 1 have fbund your^tfsiiJxte in the main, to be merely a reiteration of 
the reasarch, analysis and orltic!|^ by others. Instead of generously acknowledging 
their work and services you bolit'Qe them..." 

I worked completely independently. I ® third of a million 

words of notes typed. 1 knew of no one elM w»Hng in the field until after the 
pibllcation of a letter I did not intend foi* pulillcation by the Hew Leader, when one 
of these people com unlccted with me. You will find. If you consult the Isaue, that 
^ praisi d both the New Leader and Seuvage. Suuvage will toll you I offered him a 
copy of my bo k almost a year ago, end ho declined it, and I repeated this perhaps 
two months ago, -nd again he declined It, end I sent him a copy as soon as It was 
printed. There ere a few of the things Sylvia ^ :egher in her letter of February 15, 
1966, 3 U/rgested I add, ea I now recall, three, none b^.aic. /.aide from thin, my vork 
is entirely skaawx}^ my own. If you dispute this, I call upon you ^or proof, ^'o show 
my good ffeith in this mat e , I will show you ray notes, play you c^y topee, of rhich 
^ hove 27 each containing six hours of dictation, ondyou will see that ray work. In 
feet, is entlraly my oto. iJ’rsnkly, elthou^ during this po lod ^ ir d little time to 
read anything, I em unaware of anything in print in even such nrgazlnea as yo irs 
prior to the oonpletlon of my manuscript. If I am ?.Tong, please tell me. ^hls, I 
hope you vril! realize. Is s scrlcus charge you hove made, ^that ray boo^ is ’"merely 
a relt -ration of th' research, analysis and criticisms by others.” You should. 



I foel, proT0 It OP apologize for It* I lb 11 to understand how you could expect 
that I ’’genorously^aclmovYledee "their v/ork and servlceo" am unawope of may 

any of It prior to the oorapletlon of ray mrnuscrlpt* Please show rne, also, whore 1 
he 70 dravm upon such work or serylces. 

I am unaware of any book on the ^^‘eport other than Fox*s# Others may be fbrthccnilng, 
but they are not how out. I do not regard Fox*s as definitive, and you may disagree, 
and I do not regard any book on such a subject that la superficial as responalble. 
-«*galn, you may disagree, but I regard such •jrltlng as properly In magazines, not 
book!( when tho assaselnotlon of a President of the nlted States and such an Inquiry 
Into It as this one is Involved. I om also xinaware Bf ^ny "cruise yonnreserve 
for yourself" but concede this may bo your interpretntlon of some of my longunge. 

Hewing finished the first page of your letter, I ora not suprlscd th^t my brief 
account of my nnauccoo.^ful efforts to got my book hw publlohod does not, in your 
phrase, invoke your confidence, for by this time I realized there was nothing 
that could, and ^ have no Idea why. Your genorslltleo ore unworthy of oorr^nent and 
in the face of fact that I call upon you to refute, really without meaning, hat 
la coming out the end of June beers no relationship to what was true beginning 
February a year ego. You carefully avoid the history of the Mark Lane book, yet 
you must he aware of It. 1 have no reason to dispute your deacrlpt^on of the 
Kpsteln book, and I do not. I am looking forviard to reading it. It seems strange 
to me that with your Icnowledf^e of these "others who would and will " In the book- 
pu llshing business you never intorduced those existing iivjnuscripts idiojc^existence 
you would seem to know about to any of these publlshere. 

Again, I must Insist that you cormot properly substitute your 'opinion, no raatirr 
what conn donee you place In It, for fact. 1 made the submissions I said I madle. 

'Abat hepnoned Is what I said h^•ppened. I will show ycu the file. It Is extensive. 

I cannot begin to imagine on what basis you say I quotiid "initial publishers 
responses, prior to tholr manuscript reading," unless you ore still the victim of 
a fever. You dream,slr. In evety case save th t of the Cmedlsn publisher (where 
the excerpt is clear by context) the letters acjompenled or announced the return 
of tMe read book . AH but one of the letters reproduced In facsimile actually 
state thlsl I submit, ^r. moni, this is not the exercise of responsibility on 
your pert. How in the worl , In any event, could you know whether the comiente 
I ouoted were with or without reading of the bookV In any event, I tell you without 
exception, those I cuoted as having road the hook ^Id read It. If you dispute this, 
prove It. If you do not or cannot, be a man and apologlxo. On jay part, I have offered 
you the letters as proof, with the undeiftandlng you will, as 1 did, make no 
reference to any identification. 

The difference between your letter and ray r ?ply should be apparent to you. I ask, 
as you did In your concluding paregreph. ^rankly, I tell your Jour letter is totally 
devoid of fact. I con find no merit in it. I find passion, 'md would appreciate 
knowing its inspiration. Thei’S remains the poaslbillty of factual error cn my 
pert, as you see It. Therefore, I coll upod you to cite any such fact. By this 
time, you can reellzo, youf opinion Is without meaning, ^ou are entitled to It, but 
even opinion among ressonable men must h'?ve a basis in fact. I ssk you to produce 
It or apologize for the serious accusations you h^*v© mede without the offer or 
even the whisper of support. And should you want my opinion of some of the recent 
contents of your m gezine, you need but osk for it. I do not intend this latter 
for publication, for I do not want to Injure you. I would hope we may each find 
things raoxH' worthwhile to fight than each other. 



Slncer?-ly yours, 



Harold ' 'eisberg 



